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Introduction 

SIGAR gave a brief introduction regarding the background of the Lessons Learned program and its 
effort to contextualize Afghanistan. It was further noted that our scope is limited to the 2001-2014 
period covering Operation Enduring Freedom and the ISAF period. with a specific focus on secmity 
and planning affected the overall strategy in Afghanistan. As part of this study. we want to analyze 
the role of the State Department's Office ofthe Coordinator for Reconstmction and Stabilization 
(SJCRS). Additionally. we are looking at the interagency process in regards to fragile states. the 
shift to the Bureau of Conflict and Stabilization Operations (CSO). and the affects of NSPD-44. 

Djscussjoo 

The Early Story and the Ongoing Controversy 
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It is a simple story really. In 2004 Carlos Pascual wanted or told S/CRS not to do Iraq or 
Afghanistan ... which may be untrue. As of june 2006, CRS was doing nothing on Iraq or Afghanis tan 
except [Tim] Carney did a few weeks of work while working on the economic side in Iraq. 

to 

ow was 
was State people who were. 

Pivot in 2008 and Planning Efforts at the Embassy 

Afghanistan was the focus until March 2003 and then we were focused on Iraq a nd then the surge 
in 2006. By late 2007 attenti on partly shifted back to Afghanis tan a nd I focused on both to some 
degree. 

"Pearls before swine.'' State is bad at planning. They are not political economy guys. but only really 
understand administration and budgets. 

Limited Personnel and Paucity of Skill 

Well we did PRTs in Kandahar, and several other PRTs were doing good work. but it was about 25 
people at the time. but in total more than 100 deployments. S/CRS was all generalists with different 
strengths a nd were praised all over except in Afghanistan. The MPP helped other Ambassadors and 
had high marks. The CRC were people who kn ew law. economists, fi na nciers. engineers and they 
were tr·ained to then deploy. it was ser ious progress. There were roughly 100 active and 1.000 
standbys. My s uccessor didn't value the co ncept of people having one or mo re skills. receiving 
deployment training, and then being trai ned on stabilization. This program however was successful 
in South Sudan and Kyr gyzstan but died because Obama was walking away from Afgha nistan and 
Iraq ... throwing the baby out with the bath water. This loss hurts our future capabilities. 
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Interagency Battles Up and Down 

(b)(3), (b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 
8 

months alone to win this battle since Carlos [Pascual] didn't want to do it, Secretary Clinton liked 
ISAF, and Cheryl Mills and Jack Lew had no clue and were bias that this effort should be under 
USAID. Rick Barton built OTI at USAID and argued that the CRC should be at USAID. OTI's capacity 
was increased but is too small to have a reconstruction and stabilization capacity and does not do 
long-term [programs]. 

There were issues with INL/PM in a few meetings. at USAID and his boss were 
poisoned by S/CRS. USAID eventually won that battle. USAID is a bad aid agency but people on the 
hill ra ll ied behind State's corporate identity. This same corporate identity is why they can't do 
reconstruction and stabilization. 

Congress' Point of View 

It had a serious impact. SjCRS had a battle within the interagency until 2007. Eventually Tobias was 
flipped by October and then I had to persuade Congress which took 15 or 16 months despite Rice 
and Hadley's support. Then USAID people headed to Congress, specifically to talk with Nita Lowey 
who was in charge of State appropriations [House Appropriations Committee]. Eventually, the 
funding issues were overcome but then we were stuck by Tom Colburn and eventually overcame 
his opposition and received money by July 2008 with a supplemental. 

The next problem was with actually deploying to the embassy. Cheryl Mills said that S/CRS will not 
be in Haiti. Chief of Staff for Senator Mitch McCon nell, Paul Grove, then asked why even fu nd S/CRS 
if not going to Haiti? S/CRS was ready to go and had the ability to deploy to difficult spots. Cheryl 
Mills was not reassuring in this cause. She was busy and had no intent to understand S/ CRS. Cheryl 
Mills was also close to Clinton and the scandals. [James] Steinberg and [Jack] Lew were also busy 
but it was hard to get his attention. 

Conflict Assessments 

We failed in the interagency on that [conflict assessments]. We didn't look at objectives we could 
achieve but rather it was based on an objective wish list. There were serious errors and they failed 
at the strategic level. SjCRS failed at the operational level. 

[In order for serious analysis to happen] we needed to consider the followi ng: what the country is 
like and what the country's potential is. The objectives should be based on real potential and based 
on resources. Pre- Iraq we didn't seek information and it wasn't really available. We could have had 
it if we knew it would contribute. (b)(3), (b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 

are questions we must 
we are going to sta a country. t as ese questions in 2001.] Well most people don't 
even know the public debate on ISIL today, or Syria, or Libya for that matter. The talk is about the 
bad guys and who to take out. We started talking about these analyses in 2007, but it would have 
been better 10 years ago, especially considering the fight for the budget and the establishment of 
the CRC. 

There are manuals saying you need different types of information. This is a good firs t shot at the 
analysis, but now we need information for countries a nd the specific parts of a country. 
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Local Engagement in 2008 

In Afghanistan our policy was to create a strong central government which was idiotic because 
Afghanistan does not have a his to1y of a strong central government. There were minor exceptions 
with Alexa nder and the Mongols which ha d done this to some degr ee but it was mainly for show. 
The nominal rulers were still only in Kabul. The timeframe for creati ng a strong central government 
is 100 yea rs. whi ch we didn't have. 

Use of PRTs drew th e Tali ban into certain areas while t1yi ng to establis h governm ent r each. While 
the milita1y had planned this. the question was still who will pay since this is only going to work as 
long as we are payi ng for it. 

ICAF Origins and Rollout 

ICAF came from those familiar with CAF and it had si mila rities. which meant we had to fuss with 
USA !D. Eventually USAID did accept the use of the ICAF. but some at US AID still wanted CAF. ICAF 
had an 80% conversion rate. [Conversion rate means that once it was ro lled out to a mission, it 
made 80% of the missions who used it believers in the method.] 

ICAF [as a tool] forces people to think about major areas of society and forces them to think how, 
once employed, a step fits with other steps; it is about coordination, not discussion. The assessment 
shows what is feas ible a nd w hat is not. It shows how much time, efforts and money the 
reconstruction and stabilization effort will require. 

IMS Purpose and Support 

IMS was to produce a unifi ed agency response and was never employed. In South Suda n and to a n 
extent in Kyrgyzsta n it was attempted, but it was informal and never got a ttention - without 
suppm1: from the 7th floor. we could not exercise our writ. Stephen Hadley supported us and 
[Condoleezza] Rice did too, but neither ever got too deep in the bureaucracy to make it happen. 

Well. if it [IMS] was employed properly it was a vehicle by which the interagency could make 
important decisions a nd would have been a big deal. Yes [IMS could have cut out th e ad-hocke1y]. 
Having interagency discipline in place is important for addressi ng instabili ty. 

(b)(3). (b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 
oblem 

was that we were selli ng a system a nd that is not as se"'Y as issues, but what they didn't understand 
is that systems help to understand iss ues. 

Sadly. [IMS is for geeks ]. but shouldn't be. It is only one small pa1t of th e governm ent and people 
who make decis ions on na tional security don't know about it. or didn 't care that much; these people 
were comfm1:a ble ma king decisions with inadequate information. 

(b)(3), (b)(6), (b)(7)(C) 

Top Lessons from S/CRS (a nd CSO) 

1. The key for s uccess in instability operations is strategic wisdom. The objectives must be 
s ustainable in the country itself and at home. 
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2. If the government does not have the means to do the work inte ll igibly, we need to get 
experts in the government who know the field cold . For example, the CRC or we should 
double the size of CSO and make everyone deployable. 

3. Develop the intelligence necessary to do operations and put people in government who 
have the knowledge regarding every place we may be engaged . 

(b)(3) (b)(6). (b)(7)(C) 


